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ARGUMENT 
THE DISTRICT COURT ERRED WHEN IT DENIED THE MOTION TO 
WITHDRAW GUlL TV PLEA 
Appellant replies only to address the state's jurisdictional challenge raised 
for the first time on appeal, and otherwise stands on his opening brief. 
The state argues that the district court did not have the jurisdiction to even 
consider the motion to withdraw guilty plea because the judgment as to it was 
final even though the court ordered a resentencing. Even assuming arguendo 
that the state's theory is correct, the state is nevertheless wrong because in 
reality, the entire judgment and commitment was vacated and a vacated 
judgment cannot somehow be final. 
In its Order Granting Post Conviction Relief, the post conviction court 
ordered as follows in relevant part: 
For the reasons set forth above, the Petitioner Gregory S. McAmis' 
Petition for Post-Conviction Relief is granted. The Judgment and 
Commitment filed October 8, 2008 in Adams County Case CR-
2006-605 is hereby vacated. The Petitioner Gregory S. McAmis' 
[sic] will be resentenced on November 2,2012 .... 
Id. p. 14 (emphasis added). R. p. 28. 
As shown above, the post conviction court vacated the entire judgment 
and commitment, it did not merely vacate the sentence and leave the judgment 
intact. Thus, the judgment is not final (and will not be final until the conclusion of 
the instant appeal) and the district court had jurisdiction to entertain the motion to 
withdraw guilty plea. 
2 
CONCLUSION 
Wherefore, for the reasons as stated above and in his opening brief, 
Appellant/Petitioner respectfully requests that the district court's denial of motion 
to withdraw guilty plea be reversed and that the matter be remanded to the 
district court. J.--
DATED this ~ day of December, 2013. 
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